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Version of Record TAXON 64 (1) • February 2015: 182 Sennikov • (035-037) Art. 9 & 38 (035-037) Three proposals on illustrations with analysis Alexander N. Sennikov Botanical Museum, Finnish Museum of Natural History, University of Helsinki, Unioninkatu 44, P.O. Box 7, 00014 Helsinki, Finland; and Herbarium, Komarov Botanical Institute of Russian Academy of Sciences, Prof. Popov str. 2, 197376 St. Petersburg, Russia; alexander.sennikov@helsinki.fi DOI http://dx.doi.org/10.12705/641.14 (035) Amend Art. 9.3 as follows (new text in bold, deleted text in strikethrough): "9.3. For the purposes of this Code, original material comprises the following elements: (a) those specimens and illustrations (both unpublished and published either prior to or together with the protologue) upon which it can be shown that the description or, diagnosis, or other material validating the name (Art. 38.1(a)) was based; (b) the holotype and those specimens which, even if not seen by the author of the description or diagnosis validating the name, were indicated as types (syntypes or paratypes) of the name at its valid publication; and (c) the isotypes or isosyntypes of the name irrespective of whether such specimens were seen by either the author of the validating description or diagnosis or the author of the name (but see Art. 7.7, 7.8, and 9.10)."
It seems that the provisions of Art. 38.7 and 38.8 are not incorporated into the wording of Article 9.3. A plate with analysis is not a description or diagnosis but is acceptable as an equivalent of such. This fact is reflected in the proposed correction. fig. 1 were drawn, as the lectotype of this name." I feel it would be good to have also Art. 9.2 exemplified, especially with an example of a complicated case when the original material is not obvious and the lectotypification is not straightforward. Another purpose of this example is to show that if a name is validly published when accompanied solely by an illustration with analysis, the illustration is not automatically the holotype of the name as sometimes interpreted. This is a good example of an illustration that was taxonomically mixed but considered to represent a single species by the original author. Besides, it serves as an example of minimally sufficient compliance with the requirements of Art. 38.9 (only a single detail of the plant is illustrated).
